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PER CURI AM

Jane Doe appeals the dismssal of her anended conplaint for
failure to state a claimupon which relief can be granted and the
subsequent denial of her “notion to reconsider” the order of
di sm ssal . The district court dismssed the anmended conpl aint,
whi ch (for our purposes) is grounded in Maryland negligence | aw,
and denied the notion for reconsideration based on its concl usion
that Pharmacia did not owe a |l egal duty of care to Jane Doe. 1In a
prior order, we certified to the Court of Appeals of Maryland two
guestions of state law, both of which relate to whether Pharnacia

owed such a duty to Jane Doe. Doe v. Pharmacia & Upjohn, Inc., 122

Fed. Appx. 20 (4th G r. 2005). The Court of Appeals of Maryl and
has now answered the certified questions, concluding that Pharnmacia

did not owe a |egal duty of care to Jane Doe. Doe v. Pharmacia &

Upjohn, Inc., 879 A 2d 1088 (M. 2005).

Based on the answer to our certified questions, Jane Doe’s
clains fail as a matter of law. Accordingly, we affirmthe orders
di smssing the anended conplaint and denying the notion for
reconsi derati on.
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